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Study on Bulb Scale Culture in Vitro of Lily

LI Min, WANG Jun
(Dalian Flowers Nursery Stock Co. Ltd Dalian Tiaoning 116033 China)

Abstract: The bulb scales of three lily cultivars  Brunello’, ¢ Tiber’ and‘ Sorbonn€ were used as explantsin t

he experi-

ment. The effect of different methods of sterilization, different cultivars, different parts and orientation of scales inocula-

ted on culturing in vitro of bulb scales in lily were compared. The results show ed that the best method of sterilization

was 0.1% HeChwith 8 minutes. The rate of contamination was lower and the rate of survival was up to 90.9%. The rate

of contamination could be reduced using the sterilization method for the whole bulb. The differentiation capability

of bulblets

among lily ailtivars was different obviously. The capability from strong to weak was ‘ Brurello’, * Sorbormé and * Tiber’ .

The capablity of different parts of bulb scale to differentiate bulblets from strong to weak was undersides middle and upside.

The bulblet regeneration was more when the bulb scales were inoculated upwards with the rate up to 100%.
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